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REMARKS 

Applicants note that the claims as filed in the subject application did not include a claim 
8. Accordingly, claims 1-7, 9-24 and 31-32 were pending in the subject application. Applicants 
have hereinabove amended claims 31 and 32, and canceled claims 1-7 and 9-23. Claims 24 
and 31-32 are now pending in the subject application. 

Claims 31 and 32 have been amended to delete dependency from cancelled claim 1 
and to depend from claim 24. 

Mo new matter is added by these amendments and Applicants respectfully request their 

entry. 

Applicants are pleased to learn that in view of Applicants response filed on April 7, 2006, 
the Examiner has withdrawn all rejections under 35 U.S.C § 112, ^ one arid two; the Examiner 
has withdrawn his rejections under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) with regard to U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2003/0171359 to Dahmann et al, ("Dahmann") and U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0134838 to 
Bornemann et al. 1 ("Bornemann"); and the Examiner has withdrawn his rejections under 35 
U.S.C § 103(a) with regard to Bornemann. 

Applicants also wish to thank Examiner Balasubramanian for the courtesy of an 
interview held on August 23, 2006. 

1- Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. $102fe) 

Claims 1-23 and 31-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as allegedly being 
anticipated by Internationa! Publication No. WO 03/030909 to Nagarathnam et al. 
fNagarathnam*) for the reasons set forth in the Office Action 

Applicants disagree with the Examiner's assessment of the novelty of claims 1-7, 9-23 
and 31-32 with regard to Nagarthnan. However, in order to advance the allowance of this 
application, claims 1-7 and 9-23 have been cancelled, and claims 31 and 32 have been 
amended to depend from pending claim 24. 

In view of the above, Applicants respectfully submit that amended claims 31-32 (claims 

2- 7 and 9-23 having been cancelled} are not anticipated by Nagarathnam, and request that the 
rejection of claims 31-32 under 35 U.S.C § 102(e) be withdrawn. 

Claim Rej ections un der 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

Claims 1-23 and 31-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
obvious over Dahmann; and claims 1-23 and 31-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
a ! j jdly being oN tous ovei 1 jai 1 i for the reasons set forth in the Office Action. 



A.ppJiL it u ii < t hjji tei ren ! -> i t! nt 

application (.see page -16 of the Office Action) Ap f v erase i$U.S 

Pment Publication No 200.3/0 I 3438 (see Reference "B" in the Notice of References Cited mailed 
December 7, 2005). 
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Applicants disagree with the Examiner's assessment of the obviousness of claims 1-7, 
9-23 and 31-32 However, in order to advance the allowance of this application, claims 1-7 and 
9-23 have been cancelled, and claims 31 and 32 have been amended to depend from pending 
claim 24. 

In view of the at a Appli > i i brnrt that amended claims 31-32 {claims 

2-7 and 9-23 having been cancelled) are not obvious over Dahmann or Nagarathnam, and 
request that the rejection of claims 31-32 under 35 U.S C § I02(e ! be withdrawn 

ill Provisional Rejection of Claims 1-30 under the Judicially Created Doctrine 
of Obviousness Double Patenting 

The Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1-24 and 31-32 under the judicially created 
doctrine of double patenting as allegedly being unpatentable over claims 1-32 of copending 
Application No. 11/127,676, filed May 12. 2005. The Examiner also provisionally rejected claims 
1-24 and 31-32 under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting as allegedly being 
unpatentable over claims 1-27 of copending Application No. 11/124,006 filed May 6, 2006. 

The Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1-24 and 31-32 under the judicially created 
doctrine of double patenting as allegedly being unpatentable over claims 1-26 of copending 
Application No, 11/122,515, filed May 5, 2005, Applicants note that a Notice of Allowance was 
mailed on August 9, 2006 in connection with the '515, 

The Examiner provisionally rejected claims 1-24 and 31-32 under the judicially created 
doctrine of double patenting as allegedly being unpatentable over claims 1-46 of copending 
Appllcaton No. 10/733,215, filed December 11, 2003. The Examiner aiso provisionally rejected 
claims 1-24 and 31-32 under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting as allegedly being 
unpatentable over claims 1-17 of copending Application No. 11/127,809 Applicants note that the 
issue fees in the : 215 and '809 applications were paid on June 9, 2006 and May 3, 2006, 
respectively. 

Therefore, without conceding the propriety of the instant rejections and purely in the 
interests of advancing the pre ipanied by a Terminal 

Disclaimer as to the : 215, '309 and : 515 applications and a Statement under 37 C.F.R, § 3.73(b). 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth hereinabove, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider the rejections set forth in the June 28, 2006 Office Action and earnestly solicit 
allowance of the claims pending in the subject application. No additional fee is believed due. 
However, if any fee is due. the Examiner is authorized to charge the fee to Applicants' 
Deposit Account No. 16-1445. 
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ff the Examiner wishes to comment or discuss any aspect of this application or 
response. Applicants' undersigned attorney invites the Examiner to caii him at the telephone 
number provided below. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date: August 24, 2006 /David L. Kershner/ 

David L. Kershner 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No 53,112 

Pfizer Inc. 

Patent Department. 5th Floor 
150 East 42nd Street 
New York, NY 10017-5755 
(212) 733-0538 



